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transformation was significantly tempered with by the hostile historical circumstances they faced.
2 Specifically, the belief that women's studies was simply a passing social "fad" combined with an underlying skepticism about the feasibility of women's studies as an academic discipline created an environment inhospitable to such a program. Forced to tailor their design for a women's studies program to an unreceptive university administration, the program was thus designed, proposed, and approved under the assumption that it would only "supplement" the other disciplines. substantially from previous left movements in that it focused largely on permeated the New Left, female student activists began to question women's role within both the movement and society.
When their male counterparts reacted with hostility and derision, some of these women decided to form independent women's groups or caucuses. Within these groups women engaged in consciousness-raising, a newly devised form of feminist organizing whereby small groups of women met to discuss issues of importance to them.
5
The SFU Women's Caucus was formed in late 1968.
Shortly after the well-known student occupation of the Board of women now was how to structure their proposal so as to achieve their goal of inserting women into academic discourse without being subsumed by the other disciplines.
At the time, and continuing through to today, the debate on the structure of women's studies programs centers on two major schools of thought within women's studies: integration versus autonomy. Integrationists argue that women's studies should focus on convincing the "The Powers That Be" to include women in the curriculum. They believe that through acts of convincing, informing, and consciousness-raising, the malefocused education system can be transformed. In contrast, autonomists purport that women's studies is a field of academic study in its own right. women within their courses, and thus alleviated from allocating significant time or resources to the matter. The lack of attention paid to women is then justified with the assertion that courses examining women are covered by women's studies. Ultimately, this pattern only serves to reinforce and perpetuate the problematic notion that the study of women must be separate and specialized and that such terms as "normal," "traditional," and "mainstream" mean "male."
In spite of the possibility of academic ghettoization, the These issues were fundamentally centered on the notion of women's studies as merely a temporary social movement rather than a legitimate academic discipline. Firstly, concerns were raised over whether or not there was enough student interest to even merit the creation of a women's studies program. repeatedly raised by other members of the university administration.
The drafting committee set out to systematically refute each and every one of these objections. To counter doubts about student interest, the AHC conducted a survey of 209 students, revealing that 93% showed a significant interest in taking a women's studies course. 22 In regards to resources, a report from then Librarian of the Social Sciences Division, Eve Szabo, outlined the growing number of academic publications on the topic of women's studies. 23 As for academic viability, the committee assembled a comprehensive report on the numerous academic women's studies programs already in existence across North
America. 24 Finally, in response to Rieckhoff's suggestion of broadening the program to include other groups facing prejudice, the committee prepared to argue that the separate study of women only was fundamental to the notion of women's studies.
By including other such mixed-gender groups as racial minorities program was required if the male-centered disciplines were to be adequately corrected and supplemented.
After being sent back to the Academic Planning Committee for further consideration, the proposal finally made its way back to the SCUS for final approval on 7 July 1975 in an evening of intense discussion. As drafting committee member Andrea Lebowitz remembers, the heated debate inside Senate
Chambers "came close to the intensity of the electrical storm outside." 25 Again Senate members raised the same core issues, with
Rieckhoff speaking at length in general opposition to the proposal; however, this time, the drafting committee was armed with an abundance of research with which to defend the proposal. In the wake of the political events in the latter part of the twentieth century, what we might possibly share is a sense that any project whose objective is transformation, emancipation, liberation and progress is a lot more difficult to envision than even fifty years ago….Rather than a frame within which we find an easy comfort, direction and purpose for contemporary Women's Studies, our focus…is on that frame as a matter of trouble and to trouble. 
| 43
In short, the present-day emphasis on difference and divergence has led women's studies away from the original goal of transforming the academic disciplines. As such, one possible solution to the enduring marginalization of women's studies in academia is to return to the discipline's original goal of social transformation and redouble efforts to insert women into the dominant discourse of the traditional disciplines. Although it is imperative that women's studies continues to exist as a separate academic discipline, women's studies mandate to "place women at the centre of inter-disciplinary teaching and research about power relations, and to foster knowledge to transform these relations to the benefit of women" must be broadened to include the incorporation of the study of women into the mainstream academic disciplines; the ideal being an academic world that fully reflects the pluralistic society in which we live.
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